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reappraisal of publication and distribution

practices.  With Issue No. 30 (December 1996), a

decision was reached to publish the newsletter

electronically.  Subsequently, with the advent of the

DOE fire protection Web site, current issues of

“DOE-Nuts” were posted there as well.

In addition to current news and views, and a few

special features, this issue provides a limited

retrospective on the AEC / ERDA / DOE fire

safety program.  (A more complete view can be

obtained by reading Walt’s history.)  In doing so, it

becomes clear that the struggle to inform

management of the significance of fire risk and the

importance of fire protection, to obtain critical

resources to maintain adequate fire safety, and to

share knowledge and experience so as to mitigate

the threat from fire is never-ending.

We begin first by looking back ten years at the

“premier issue” of “Hot DOE-Nuts.”

I n July, 1990, Walter Maybee, the former

 fire protection program manager with

 the DOE Headquarters’ Office of

Environment, Safety and Health, then a senior fire

protection engineer with Los Alamos National

Laboratory, had a vision of a publication that

would facilitate the timely exchange of useful

information among the Department’s fire safety

community.  With no official sanction or support,

and relying on personal funds to cover the cost of

postage, he began to publish and distribute “Hot

DOE-Nuts.”

Originially, the newsletter was sent to a limited

number of DOE and contractor fire safety

representatives who were encouraged to copy and

distribute it to other interested individuals.

Subsequently, with the assistance of the

Headquarters’ fire protection staff, “DOE-Nuts”

was sent by surface mail to everyone in the

Department’s fire safety community and other

interested parties.  Eventually, the burden of a

near 400 person distribution and the wider

availability of E-mail within DOE compelled a

Editor-in-Chief:  Walt Maybee                       Contributing Editor:  Dennis Kubicki
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Perhaps unknown to most readers is the fact that “Hot DOE-Nuts” was not the first attempt at
publishing a newsletter relating to fire safety within the complex.  In July of 1948, the first issue
of the AEC’s “Safety and Fire Protection Newsletter” was published.  Unknown to this author is
the fate of this periodical.  Only Issue Number 1 remains in the archive, and it is reproduced
below for your review.
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The Rocky Flats Fire of 1969

Although the AEC / ERDA / DOE has generally had a commendable loss record, the last 50
years have seen a number of significant fire events.  Among them are:
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The Richland Wildland Fire of 1984 (Not a big loss, but relevant
to today’s circumstances)

The Elk Hills oil rig explosion and fire of 1977



17

More examples abound, but
reproducible photographs were
lacking.  The point is that throughout its

history, the AEC /ERDA /DOE has had to confront
a spectrum of (sometimes unconventional) fire
risks that have not always been sufficiently
mitigated by fire prevention/protection/emergency
response measures.

Throughout our history, various efforts have been
made by Headquarters to get the “Field” to “do the
right thing.”  The most recent example is the 1998
Secretarial Memorandum on Fire Safety Programs.
In reviewing the archives for this issue of “DOE-
Nuts” we came across a directive from the General
Manager of the AEC to all Managers of Field
Offices, dated February 4, 1971.  It noted that,
based on a (then) recent review of contractor fire
safety programs, there was “...a clear need for
additional effort by the AEC and its contractors to
provide an increased level of loss prevention
activitiy.”  The directive delineated a course of
action “considering...the urgency of the situation.”
It included recommendations for:

• “At lease one professional fire protection engineer” in each contractor’s safety organization.

• “A system shall be established requiring a safety analysis of all operations on a contin uing basis
(emphasis added) and a safety analysis prior to the construction of all new facilities and modifications
to existing facilities.”

• “Field office audits and in depth inspections in the fire safety area should be strengthened.”

• “Headquarters surveillance of Field Office fire safety activities should be strengthened.”

Considering the last two bullets particularly, these recommendations are as relevant today as they were
30 years ago.

One of the continuing strengths of the Department is its staff of qualified, experienced and dedicated fire
safety professionals, including those on the staff of site emergency services organizations.  When
considering the more distant past, the identity of thee early colleagues is largely unknown, although Walt
provided brief biographies in his “History of AEC / ERDA / DOE Fire Protection.”  The archives produced
several group photographs such as the one on the next page, which was taken at the 1970 AEC Fire
Protection Conference in Nevada.  A close look will reveal some much younger, yet still familiar faces
including those of:

Pat Phillips Andy Pryor
Carl Caves Joe Juetten
Dick Glover John Bell
Walt Maybee Bill Cruickshank

The Wide Band Laboratory Fire of
1987 at FERMILAB
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G l o v e r  P e r s p e c t i v e

One member of this distinguished group, Dick Glover, has offered his thoughts on the fire safty program.

With regard to my perspective on how
things have changed (and how they
have not) in the past ten years is

somewhat clouded by retirement and the
memories of the “good old days.”  When I first
started with the AEC in Albuquerque as a fire
protection engineer, there were very few fire
protection engineers in the AEC.  The best I
recall, there were 16 fire protection engineers:  R.
Smith/F. Branningan, HQ; H. Spavin, NV; R.
Beers, ID; A. Weintraub, NY; J. McNamara/L.
Oldendorf, CH; B. Cruickshank/R. Glover, AL; R.
Handler/J. Bolin, OR; D. Notley/R. Parriot, SR: W.
Maybee, SAN; D. Keigher/P. Phillips, RL.  It wasn’t
until after the 1969 Rocky Flats fire that staffs
were “beefed up” and fire protection personnel
added to area offices and field offices.  Also,
contractor fire protection personnel began
playing a more visible role at this time.

The one constant over the years seems to be that
“Management” always was (is) looking for ways to
save money and reduce both the initial costs and
maintenance costs of facilities and operations.  We
spent a lot of our time in the early years reviewing
proposed/new construction to insure fire criteria.
Today, the same cost cutting is prevalent, but I
don’t believe the “Improved Risk/Highly Protected
Risk Criteria” is the factor it once was.  As a matter
of fact, any discussion about “insurance” seemed
to be taboo in my involvement with the “Work
Smart Standards” at Nevada a couple of years ago.
In my judgement, that whole program of reviewing/
inventing new standards was another way of trying
to save money.  That, however, is another story.

One of the biggest changes over the years, in my
judgement, has been the inspection program.
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When I first started in AL, Cruickshank and I spent
more than half our time on the road doing fire
protection inspections of both AEC/AL facilities and
our supplier contractors.  These were the only
outside or independent inspections done beyond
those done by the contractor.  Headquarters never
made an inspection of a facility, and rarely “audited”
a field office.  We then had the insurance
companies inspect our facilities after the 1969
Rocky Flats fire.  In my judgement, this was one of
the best things we did to improve the level of
professionalsim throughout and to upgrade the
level of fire protection.  Then Headquarters, both
the program offices and the safety office, started to
conduct inspections/surveys/audits of the field
offices and contractors.  There were a variety of
team type efforts, including the management
surveys.  Then multidisciplinary teams were formed
and later the “Tiger Teams” were in vogue.  I’m not
sure what the term is today.   I’m not convinced that
we are doing a better job today; certainly it doesn’t
appear to be as cost-effective.

Walt, your tribute to Pat Phillips was very good.
Right on!  Another person I believe deserved more
recognition than he got was Bill Cruickshank.  He
never served on any national commitees or such,

therefore did not have high visibility.  He was a
good engineer and relentless when it came to
getting protection at a facilty he thought
necessary (i.e., smoke venting at the Kansas
City Plant and the “Purple-K” escort trucks for
the safeguards and security personnel that
escorted weapons shipments throughout the
country.  I believe the quote by Theodore
Roosevelt to be appropriate to Bill.  “It is not the
critic who counts, not the man who points out
how the strong man stumbled, or where the
doer of deeds could have done them better.
The credit belongs to the man who is actually
in the arena; whose face is marred by dust and
sweat and blood; who strives valiantly; who errs
and comes short again and again; who knows
the great enthusiasms, the great devotions,
and spends himself in a worthy cause; who, at
the best, knows in the end the triumph of high
achievement; and who, at the worst, if he fails,
at least fails while daring greatly, so that his
place shall never be with those cold and timid
souls who know neither victory nor defeat.”

Best regards,
Dick Glover

Fir e Safety Committee Defines Agenda

The DOE Fire Safety Committee met on May 13 under its new chairman, Jim Bisker, to identify planned
activities for the coming year.  With regard to the Committee itself, membership and activities may need to
be “streamlined” in the future “to align with current EH philosophies.”  Work will continue on a revision to
the Nuclear Air Cleaning Handbook to feature a chapter on fire protection.  Leo Derderian will continue
his role in this effort.  No decision was reached at the meeting regarding the status of the Pimer on
Spontaneous Heating and Pyrophoricity, although subsequent discussions within the Headquarters’
Office of Nuclear and Facility Safety Policy (EH-53) resulted in a tentative decision to process a
“Reaffirmation Notice.”  The current draft of a revised DOe Order 231.1, “Environmental Safety and
Health Reporting,” will be revised to feature “less qualitiative reporting fields.”

A complete copy of the meeting minutes can be viewed at:

http://tis.eh.doe.gov/whs/TechComm/fscmmin.html
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The More Things Change . . .

Technical Report 27, “Fire Protection at Defense
Nuclear Facilities.”  Amont the many observations
included in the report were these:

• “...fire remans one of the main sources of risk
to the public and workers...fire is often the
dominant public-risk accident at DOE nuclear
facilties.”

• “...the Board’s staff has observed departures
from established DOE requirements that have
resulted in an unacceptable standards set.”
(this conclusion was reached within the
context of the implementation of “Work Smart
Standards.”)

The report did acknowledge the benefits to the
DOE from its “...highly trained and dedicated on-
site fire department(s)...” and that “DOE and its
predecessor agencies have had a good record on
fire safety.  Fire losses have been kept to a
minimum during the past 30 years.”

(Technical Report 27 can be found at:
<http://www.dnfsb.gov/techrpts/2000/tech27.pdf>)

Ten years ago, when the first issue of “Hot DOE
Nuts” was published, the Department’s fire safety
program had recently been evaluated by an
independent group of “specialists” with the
National Academy of Sciences (NAS).  Among the
findings contained in the published NAS report
were these:

• “Fire is one of the most significant contributors
to risk at DOE sites.”

• “Fire safety criteria are being inconsistently
and inadequately applied across the Complex.”

On the plus side, it was noted that DOE was
generally well served by its emergency services
organizations with “...fleet(s) or modern mobile
apparatus and highly trained fire fighters.”
Additionally, despite the occurrence of a few fires
of major consequence, the “DOE property losses
due to fires have been reduced significantly.”

Today, we have the perspective of the Defense
Nuclear Facilities Safety board (DNFSB) in

Breaking Up That Old Gang of Mine

The board of directors of USEC voted on June 21 to close the Portsmouth uranium enrichment plant in
Piketon, Ohio.  This decision will mean the eventual loss of most of the 1,900 jobs, although efforts will
be made to find alternate employment for current workers.

Prompted in part by the recent security lapses at Los Alamos, there has been much talk in Washington
recently regarding the need to create a separate entity for DOE weapons-related programs.  Normally,
one would consider this to be merely political rhetoric, especially in an election year.  But when these
sentiments are expressed by both Republican and Democratic members of Congress, one has to take
note.  The most often expressed analogy is to create an agency similar to NASA.  Legislation to affect
such a change would likely emanate from the next session of Congress.
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Did You Hear The One
About...  (DYHTOA)

DYHTOA ...the largest fire in the 50-year history of a
large Government agency?  The one that wasn’t
reported to the safety staff?  The one that wasn’t
even investigated?  The one that the agency didn’t
even know about until they read it in the
newspapers?

That was the 3/26/79 fire in the Kane Moving and
Storage warehouse in Washington, DC.  It was
destroyed in a fire that required a third alarm and
three special alarm responses by the DC Fire
Department.  The response included 16 engines, 5
truck companies, two rescue squads, and other
support apparatus.  The fire destroyed property
belonging to the House of Representatives, the
Treasury Department, the DC Government, a
private kitchen equipment distributor, and $50,000
worth of DOE furniture. Until GSA informed us, we
didn’t even know we had a loss.

The largest?  Yes it was.  After all, I didn’t say
dollars, as in the $26 million loss at Rocky Flats; or
acres, as in the thousands associated with recent
brush fires; square feet of building, as in the many
thousands affected at the Gaseous Diffusion Plant.
In terms of fire department response, it was
certainly the largest in AEC / ERDA / DOE history,
and remains so through 1996.

Walt Maybee

Fir e Protection Trivia

Q. Who was the first Federal member of NFPA?

A. Captain J. S. Sewell of the US Corps of
Engineers - in 1904.

Q. What’s the highest rank a firefighter can
have?

A. King.

Q. Come on, Walt that can’t be right?

A. That’s not what you asked.   In 1886, King
Kalakaaa was a member of the Hawaiian Fire
Department and was active in fighting a large
Honolulu fire that year.

Many politicians, and even royalty, have held
honorary positions in many organizations,
including fire departments.  New York’s “Boss”
Tweed began his political career by using the
organization of his fire company as a springboard.
New York’s Mayor La Guardia was a famous fire
buff, but King Kalakaaa was the only one we have
seen cited as an active member-participant while
holding high rank.

Fir e Safety Workshop
103 fire safety professionals from across the complex (including a few folks from other Federal agencies)
attended the Year 2000 DOE/Contractor Fire Safety Workshop in Broomfield Colorado.  (Many stayed for
the NFPA World Fire Safety Expo in Denver the following week.)  Attendees were treated to a diverse
program which included; site tours of the Rocky Flats Environmental Technology Site and the National
Renewable Energy Laboratory, plenary sessions featuring a spectrum of topics related to engineering,
management and emergency services, and two excellent short courses on changes to the Life Safety
Code and fire pump fundamentals.

Copies of the “Proceedings” may be obtained from Dennis Kubicki at:

dennis.kubicki@eh.doe.gov



22

Said The Wise Old Fire Protection Engineer (STWOFPE)

“My gosh, Boss,” STBrightYoungFPE, “I can’t believe it!  Did you really get kicked off that assessment
team?”

“That’s right,” STWOFPE, “The problem was, I knew too much about the site.”

“Meaning What?”  STBYFPE

“Meaning I said the report should be written before I went there.”

Individuals charged with overview of a site should know something about it.  To be specific, they should
know what the strengths and weaknesses are beforehand; that’s their job.  They should know enough
about the site, based on their continuing contact, so that they could write the report before they  actually
do an inspection.  In fact, if there is a deficiency or major problem area that is NOT known beforehand,
that itself is a significant deficiency.  Not the problem itself, but the fact that it wasn’t known to the reviewer.
The penchant for DOE to utilize “independent” opinion is simply the desire for ignorance.  (Apologies to
the DNFSB et.al.)  It can sometimes be useful, but it is never adequate.  (In DOE in the early 90s, vast
“Tiger Teams” were sent on site surveys without the option of even reading previous surveys without the
option of even reading previous survey reports.  Half the survey time was wasted just learning things that
should have been known before they even went to the site.)

Walt Maybee

HEADQUARTERS HAPPENINGS

EH Reorganization Takes Effect

The realignment of roles, responsibilities and staff of the Office of Environment, Safety and Health took
effect on July 2nd.  Among the many changes include the shift of fire safety policy from the Office of
Worker Health and Safety Policy (now known as the Office of Regulatory Liaison) to the Office of
Nuclear and Facility Safety Policy under Richard Black.  Jim Bisker, Leo Derderian and Chuck Ramsey
are with this Office and will have varying roles in developing and interpreting policy, among other
responsibilities.

The Office of Inspections (EH-2) will see its mission expanded to include oversight of new construction
projects, the review of authorization basis documentation, as well as broad managerial evaluations and
special inspections (such as accident investigations).  Carl Caves and Dennis Kubicki are in this office
and will share responsibilities related to fire protection.
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Moratorium on Pr escribed
Fir es

By memorandum dated June 5, 2000 from T. J.
Glauthier to Program, Operations and Field Office
Managers, DOE has formally announced an
indefinite moratorium on “controlled burns.”  (This
follows a verbally expressed moratorium
announcement in mid-May).  The moratorium will
permit the completion of “an ongoing review of
policies and practices” by EH.  Specific questions
regarding this action are to be directed to Steve
Cary (EH-1) on 202-586-4693.

The memorandum identifies a path forward, which
includes a reveiw to determine the need for
additional DOE-wide policy and guidelines.  The
effort will be coordinated with other Federal
Agencies, such as the Department of the Interior
and the Forest Service.  The review will involve the
DOE Fire Safety Committee and a working group
of DOE and contractor fire and environmental
safety specialists.  It was indicated that draft policy
and guidelines will be proposed for internal review
by October 1, 2000.  A copy of this memorandum
can be obtained from Jim Bisker on 301-903-6542
(jim.bisker@eh.doe.gov).

DOE Standard 1088
Reaffirmed

DOE Standard 1088-95, “Fire Protection for
Relocatable Structures,” has been reaffirmed.  This
action followed a 90-day review and comment
period by DOE and contractor “Technical
Standards Managers.”  The overwhelmingly
positive response to the reaffirmation by the
Standards Managers mimics that received from
the DOE fire safety community in an earlier
solicitation of opinion.  (Two dissenters expressed
the position that the Standard should be
abolished.)

As noted above, DOE Handbook 1081, “Primer on
Spontaneous Heating and Pyrophoricity,” will soon
be sent out for reaffirmation.  Although most would
agree that the Handbook is in need of updating,
past efforts to solicit specific recommendations for
improvement have not met with success.  It is
hoped that the reaffirmation process applied to
1081 will stimulate a concerted effort to identify
needed text changes.  The point of contact for this
effort at Headquarters is Norm Schwartz, who can
be reached on 301-903-2996
(norm.schwartz@eh.doe.gov).

Interpr etations

The DOE Occupational Safety and Health (OSH) Standards Interpretation Response Line (1-800-292-
8061) has issued the following fire protection-related interpretation since the last issue of DOe-Nuts:

• D00-04-014, “Storage of Flammable Liquids”

Note that this and other OSH Interpretations from the Hot Line are available from the Hot Line Home
Page.  To access a particular response, type:

http://tis-nt.eh.doe.gov/rl/pres/docs/D00XXXXX.HTM

where “XXXXX” is the unique document identifier.  For example, the above interpretation can be found
at:

http://tis-nt.eh.doe.gov/rl/pre/docs/D004014.HTM
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Fir e Protection Directory

It appears unlikely that a “hard copy” version of the DOE Fire protection Directory will be published this
Year.  Howevern the electronic directory, which can be accessed at:

    http://tis.eh.doe.gov/fire/dir/default.htm

will continue to be supported.  With the change in software, updates can be posted immediately.
Updated entries should be sent to Dennis Kubicki at dennis.kubicki@eh.doe.gov

Thanks for the Memories

After 9 years as “Contributing Editor” to “DOE-Nuts,”  Dennis Kubicki has resigned his position to focus
on his new responsibilities with the DOE Headquarters Office of Oversight.  He expressed his most
sincere appreciation to Walt Maybee for allowing him to be associated with this publication, and to all
those who took the time to contribute articles and other information.

The Future of “DOE-Nuts”. . . ?


